seek evidence in them for our knowledge of the Greek society in archaic times. Of course poetry cannot be studied as an official chronicle, but pure scepticism is just a lazy non-solution: it is an absurd aim to reconstruct the precise geography of Odysseus' trips, but (to say nothing of Schliemann) Moses Finley demonstrated how the "Odyssey" can be very fruitfully employed by historians independently from literary analysis. To this third dimension of Homeric scholarship belongs M(atijević)s "Habilitationsschrift". He departs from the presupposition that Homer's portrait of the afterlife is not a poetic fancy, but a quite faithful portrait of the eschatological ideas of archaic Greek society. His aim, therefore, is to establish the main features and the origin of these ideas.
This point of departure is briefly stated in the first chapter, "Prolegomena" (without mention of Wolf or Finley), in which M. also alludes to the Homeric question to declare his faith in a single author of both poems (15), which anyway has little importance for the subject of the book, as he acknowledges. After this, nine chapters of different length undertake an admirably thorough research of several crucial issues regarding Homeric afterlife. In the longer ones M. engages into detailed discussion with other interpretations, while in others he makes a synthetic presentation of various positions and opts for one. Chapter Two studies the Elysion to which Menelaus will go after death (Hom. Od. 4.563-68) and after the review of different proposals about a foreign origin, he concludes that none of them can claim to be the root of the Greek notion. Chapter Three is dedicated to the refutation of the idea that Homer depicted Priam's trip to the Achaean camp in "Iliad" 24 as a kind of journey to Hades. Chapter Four deals with the Nekyia in "Odyssey" 11, mostly with the traditional problem of whether it is a katabasis, a journey to a far land, or a nekromanteia, and he concludes it is purely a katabasis. Proposed parallels with Egyptian, Hittite and Minoan evidence are reviewed and discarded. Chapter Five studies the punishments in Hades, both of the oath-breakers by the Erinyes and of the great sinners Tityus, Tantalus and Sisyphus. He defends the broad consistence of these punishments with the general view of Hades as a sad place where the dead have little capacity of perception -which is the topic of Chapter Six. The three following chapters are short and synthetic: the impossibility of getting out from Hades for the dead, the Homeric concept of the psyche, and the old problem of the Deuteronekyia, in which he follows C. Sourvinou-Inwood's thesis that several futures, above all Hermes psychopompos, reveal a later origin for the last book of the "Odyssey". The last chapter is a very detailed study of alleged Mesopotamian parallels, which he examines to conclude that they lack enough exactitude to claim a specific oriental origin for the Homeric eschatological ideas.
It may not be immediately apparent whether these chapters have a common thread, especially considering that the conclusions of the book deal exclusively with the issue of the oriental parallels, but in fact, the last sentence gives the key to the overall project: "as a result of this study, it can be affirmed that hitherto no convincing arguments have been put forward against a genuinely Greek core of the Homeric images of the afterlife" (218: my translation). All these chapters share the refusal to accept not only foreign parallels, but also Greek evidence from later times, to interpret Homeric passages. In effect, in each of his analyses, M. seeks to draw home his point in polemic against other scholars who have used extraGreek or later evidence -and his notable effort to achieve broad and updated states of each question must be recognized. Thus he puts himself in explicit opposition to two fashionable trends, i. e. the consideration of early Greek culture as a phenomenon rooted in the global area of the ancient eastern Mediterranean, and the neoanalytic approach to Homer, which claims that he composed in concurrence with other poetic and mythical traditions which he would have alluded to in his poems (the fact that the sources for these traditions are later than Homer does not mean that all their mythical themes are post-Homeric).
There is much merit in defending a minority position, and it is usually a good vaccine against the excesses of imagination excited by the newest scholarly fashions. However, the opposite excess seems equally dangerous, for those analyses built over pure resistance risk to be too partial and lead to untenable conclusions. For instance, the refusal to admit any parallel of the Nekyia with Hittite and Minoan rites of cult/consultation of the dead leads M. not only to consider the whole episode a katabasis, but also to deny that Odysseus summoning the dead from Hades has anything to do with a journey to a far land or a nekromanteia. The communis opinio, reached after two centuries of hard debates, is that Homer conflates elements from rituals concerning the dead, earlier katabatic poetic accounts, tales of heroic journeys, and his own poetic imagination which precisely allows for a certain inconsistency in an episode taking place in the dreamlike territory of the dead. Against this vision, the proposal that early Greek accounts of heroic katabasis, from which this is the first example, began with a rite of summoning the dead as a conditio sine qua non (111) is not only improbable (there are no parallels for this in other katabatic accounts), but totally unreasonable (why would a hero summon the dead before descending?). Since M. himself had accepted, when discussing Elysion, that inconsistent visions may coexist in the same literary frame (36-42), the rigidity of his hypothesis can only be explained by the fascination of an axiom: Homer must not be contaminated by any non-genuinely Greek elements.
There is one positive element in this orientation. Regarding the famous category of "Middle Eastern influence", an effort of precision and specificity can only be welcome, as a necessary filter after the tide of raw material accumulated by W. Burkert and M. L. West. Some scholars have fruitfully analysed all this wealth of apparent parallels case by case (e. g. A. Kelly, The Babylonian Captivity of Homer. The Case of the Dios Apate, RhM 151, 2008, 259-304 ) and M.s last chapter sides with this productive trend. However, the result should be a neutral appreciation of each instance, rather than reaching a predetermined conclusion of refuting any possible eastern influences in Homeric poems. For, as the overall conclusion of all this research effort, "genuinely Greek" is a very dubious scientific category. The point, rather than tracing the unique foreign, "Pelasgian", or Indo-European origin of any Greek element, is to evaluate whether the Greeks felt it as properly integrated within their ideological systems, as M. himself shows with the example of Elysion in the second chapter.
The other axiom which orients the whole enterprise is that later sources should not be used to interpret Homer, for they would inevitably project later notions which were presumably absent from the poems. M. insists on this principle, not only to disagree in general terms with neoanalytic approaches, but also to refute specific interpretations: his lengthiest effort is against the katabatic reading of Priam's trip, for which he takes as main target an article of this reviewer in TAPhA 141.1, 2011 ("Priam's Catabasis. Traces of the Epic Journey to Hades in Iliad 24", 37-68).
Thus, in Chapter Three he goes through the passages which I analysed (btw. giving the same weight to marginal observations in footnotes and to the main arguments), and argues that each of them does not prove by itself a katabatic resounding. This exercise in literal-atomistic reading, however, neglects the cumulative effect on the audience that hears that the Trojans said goodbye to Priam "as if he went to death" (Hom. Il. 24.328: ὡς εἰ θάνατονδὲ κιόντα) and that darkness, the river, and Hermes appear simultaneously (349-53), just as they will disappear to mark the end of the journey (692-695). These significant coincidences were most probably intended by the poet, rather than occurring by mere chance or by narrative necessity. Homer did not aim to achieve total symmetry with a katabatic account, which is the (straw) argument that M. counters, but to create a recognizable atmosphere. Of course any hypothesis may leave some readers legitimately unconvinced, and this is not the place to repeat my reasons or to engage in petty discussions about misrepresentation (though I cannot resist pointing out that his only real argument against my interpretation of why Homer chose to depict the episode with katabatic traits is that he considers it "wenig schlüssig", 93). There is, however, one theoretical issue that is very relevant for the overall topic: whether we can use later katabatic accounts (the tales about heroes descending, the "Orphic" gold tablets) to suppose that some elements were already present in contemporary poems telling descents to Hades -and that, therefore, Homer's audience would have recognized allusions to these other poetic traditions.
There is of course no definitive proof of the precise time in which each of the most characteristic features of katabasis were incorporated in the tradition about journeys to Hades, but once the "Iliad" itself mentions , it is simply harder to suppose that they were all introduced after Homer than that some of the typical katabatic traits were already known by him. Homeric poetry of course influenced later poetic creations (e. g. the lines in the gold tablets), but to deny that in archaic and classical times there were also other hexametric traditions (98: "für welche es freilich keine Belege gibt") means to believe that ancient rhapsodes only recited Homer -an absurdity which Plato's Ion (e. g. 533b-c), apart from pure common sense, refutes.
The same need for a flexible outlook regarding relative chronology is applicable to many other mythical and poetic materials other than katabasis. It is equally mistaken to take for granted that all the contents of Apollodorus' summary are pre-Homeric as to refuse considering any of those materials relevant for the interpretation of Homer, on the grounds that they are transmitted by a later source. It is a task which requires analysis both of the details and of the whole context, and separation between the probable and the possible, the relevant and the accessory. Black-or-white, all-or-nothing approaches are not adequate to evaluate these complex matters.
